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1. Introduction
Fordecades,researchof theDutchstandardizationprocesshasfocusedmainly
on the first stageof codification and selectionduring the sixteenthand
seventeenthcenturies.Less attentionwas paid to the subsequenteighteenth
century,which has been considereda less remarkableperiod of linguistic
consolidation.In thisstill widespreadview ofthe eighteenthcentury,amoreor
lessuniformwritten languageis assumedto have developedas a result of
successfulmicro-selection.In thefollowing article,I will demonstratethatthis
viewreliesonly on eighteenth-centuryprintedsources.When 'egodocuments'
suchas diaries and private lettersare taken into account,a more complex
linguisticrealityofvariation arises.
In sections2 and3, I will briefly discussselectionatthemacroandmicro
levelsin theLow Countries,questioningtheacceptedview on theeighteenth-
centurylinguisticsituation.After anintroductionto thechosensources(a diary
andprivateletters)in sections4 and5, threemorphologicalphenomenawill be
examined:diminutives (section 6), personal pronoun variation mij/mijn
(section7), and verbal variation(section8). In section9 evidencefrom the
diaryand the collection of privateletterswill be evaluatedand somecon-
c1usionswill bedrawn.
My researchwas carriedoutwithin LUCL (Leiden University Centrefor Linguistics). I thank
Nicola McLelland (Nottingham)for herusefulcommentson anearlierdraf!ofthis article.
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2.The standardizationprocess:
macroselectionin theLow Countries
In thesixteenthandseventeenthcenturies,theLow Countriesencompassedan
areawith variousdialects.Leaving asidethe Frenchspeakingprovincesand
Frisian speakingFriesland, the main Dutch speakingareaswere Flanders,
Brabant,Holland,andtheeastempartof theLow Countries.The divisioninto
the southemdialects (both Flemish and Brabantian),the Hollandish dialect,
andtheeastemdialectsis shownonmap1.
• Tl1e Hollandisl1dialectoDialect of Zealand
EZ3 Flemisl1 dialect
ISSJ Eastern dialects
[2J Brabantiandialect
Map I: Dialectsin theLow Countries
Initially, in thesecondhalf of thesixteenthcentury,standardizationtookplace
in theSouthof theLow Countriesaswell asin theNorth.This is evidentfrom
early codification activities such as the NederlandscheSpellinghe 'Dutch
orthography'(1550),writtenandpublishedby theprinterJoos Lambrechtin
thetownof Ghent,in theSouth,andthefirstprintedDutchgrammar,theTwe-
spraackvandeNederduitscheletterkunst'Dialogueof Dutchgrammar'(1584),
written by the AmsterdamChamber of Rhetoric In Liefd Bloeyendeand
published in the town of Leiden, in the North. This joint standardization
'enterprise',however,was broughtto an endby majorpoliticalandeconomic
developments.The wealthySouthgraduallylost its prosperityafterthefall of
Antwerpin 1585,whenthismaintradecentreofthe Southfinally succumbedto
Spanish govemment.Holland, on the other hand, flourished and became
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powerfulandwealthyduringthe secondhalf of the sixteenthcentury.Due to
thesewell-knownhistoricalfactors,the Dutch standardIanguagedevelopedin
thenorthernpartof the Low Countries,in Holland in particular.The eastern
dia1ectsbarelycontributedto thestandardIanguage,for, atthebeginningof the
seventeenthcentury,theyhadIittleorno prestige.For thesoutherndialects,this
wasdifferent.The standardIanguagecomprisedsouthern(Brabantianand
Flemish)elementsthanksto theinfluentialwrittenandprintedlanguage,which
hadexhibitedsoutherncharacteristicsfor centuries.Anotherfactorthatmayhave
strengthenedthepositionof southernlinguisticelementswas theinfluenceof a
considerabienumberof immigrantswho fled to the North afterthe faU of
Antwerp.In theNortherntowns,theywerea prestigiousgroupof merchants,
scholars,printers,schoolmasters,etc.1
This brief sketchof selectionat macro level and of the externalfactors
involvedraisesthequestionof theactualselectionof competingvariants,the
so-caUedselectionatmicrolevelfor thedevelopingDutchstandardIanguage.
3. Selectionatmicrolevel
andeighteenth-centurylinguisticvariation
Selectionof variantstakesplacethroughthe Ianguageusageof speakersand
writerswho avoidparticularvariants.As Stein(1994:1)putit: "sortingoutthe
variants";a sortingout into"goodies"and"baddies",Ieadingto adifferencein
prestigebetweenstandardand diaiectalforms. This selectionat micro-level
becomesapparentin theLow Countriesduringtheseventeenthcentury.By the
eighteenthcentury,theDutch standardizationprocesshadmadeconsiderable
progress,andthewrittenIanguageshowstheresultsof selectionatmicrolevel.
Particularvariants,still presentin seventeenth-centurytexts,arenot foundin
mosteighteenth-centuryprintedpublications.
For manydecadesthisview on theprogressof standardizationhasledto a
lackof interestin theeighteenthcentury,which was seenasa Iessremarkable
periodof both linguistic consolidationand elaborateprescriptivism.Yet this
viewneedsto be questionedin variousrespects.Did the previousIinguistic
variationIargelyvanishfromusage?Did literatepeoplein everydayIife write
accordingto thenormsof thepreferredvariants?Thesevariantsweremainly
thosefrom the provinceof Holland, in particularthe variantsof 'the well-
1 Cf. Van der Wal (1995:30-36). Doubt hasbeencaston boththe influenceof thesesouthern
immigrantsand the southerninfluence in written languageby Boyce andHowell (1996)and
Van der Sijs (2004). Instead of southerninfluence, Van der Sijs assumesinfluencefrom
Germanandtheeasterndialects,a view thathasbeenan issueof debaterecently(cf. Van der
Wal 2005).
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educatedin the towns and cities', whose languageusage is repeatedly
mentionedby contemporariesas exemplaryfor 'good Duteh'.2 Did theusage
ofwriters fromvariousbackgroundshowthesepreferredvariants,or did large
groupsof nativespeakersstill preferotherdialectaland sociolectalvariants?
Answersto thesequestionsmaybe foundin a particularkind of textmaterial
that may reveal an as yet under-researchedarea of the eighteenth-century
linguisticusage.This studyinvestigatesbotha diaryanda recentlypublished
collectionof privatelettersto presentus with a moredifferentiatedpictureof
eighteenth-centuryDuteh.
4. Sourcesfor thisstudy:
a collectionof privatelettersandadiary
In 2003thehistorianPerry Moreepublisheda collectionof privatelettersthat
he had discovered in the Public Record Office London. This private
correspondenceis a collectionoftwenty lettersaddressedto HermanusKikkert
(1749-1806), a sailor employed by the VOC (Verenigde Oost-Indische
Compagnie'East Indian Company'). The letterswere written by his wife,
Aagje Luijtsen (1756-1797),who stayedbehindon the island of Texel, the
mostnorthernpartof theprovinceof Holland.HermanusandAagje,bothbom
andbredin Den Burg, thelargestvillageontheislandof Texel,weremembers
of much respected,protestantfamilies,and both were educatedat the local
primary school. Furthermore,Hermanus is believed to have receivedhis
nauticaltrainingin thetownof Den Helder, leadingto a successfulcareerwith
the VOC fleet. A few monthsafterhis marriageto Aagje on June 2 1776,
Hermanussailedout as a navigatingofficer on a VOC ship headingfor the
East(Moree2003:14ff.).
For thenewly-weds,writing letterswas the only way to keep in contact.
That is what theydid, and,fortunately,twentyof Aagje's letters,sentto her
husband during his two voyages in the years 1776-1780, miraculously
survivedthe turmoilof life at sea.3Theselettersarelittle jewels not only for
historianswho appreciatefirst-hand information about daily life, but for
Cf. the Dutch author and playwright Joost van den Vondel (1587-1679), who in 1650
explicitly mentionsthe spokenlanguageof thewell-educatedin the towns of The Hague,the
centreof government,and of Amsterdam,the centreof trade(Van der Wal 2004:220). The
Dutch linguist Lambert ten Kate (1674-1731) also points at the highestsocial groups ("de
Deftigsten")for thebestpronunciation(Ten Kate 1723,I: 146f.).
The lettersreceivedby HermanusKikkert wereconfiscatedin an attackby English war ships
at The Cape of Good Hope in 1781.They arekept in the High Court of Admiralty-Archive
No-30 ofThe National Archives (TWA) in Kew (UK).
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linguistsasweIl. They arefar frombeingbrief notesfuUof standardformulae,
clumsilywrittenby a barely literatewoman.On the contrary,Aagje, native
speakerof the(HoUandish)dialectof theislandof Texel, was a skilledwriter
whowas able to expressherselfweU in an inforrnal style of writing. Her
elaborate,intimateletterscontainno more than a few standardformulae,in
particularopeningandclosingphrases.
In additionto theseinterestinglettersfromthelastquarterof theeighteenth
century,I examinedyet anothersourcewhich mightshowlinguisticvariation.
This secondsourcewas a diary written forty yearsearlier,in 1736,by two
sistersfromZealandwho madea joumey to Bataviain the companyof their
brother,an employeeof the VOC. The two sisters,Maria (1709-1738)and
Johanna(1713-1737)Lammens,were from a weU-to-doprotestantfamily of
burgomastersin theprovinceof Zealand.4The diarykeptby thesistersduring
theirvoyageto Bataviais a lively reportof daily life aboard.Apart fromsome
recurrentparticipleconstmctions,thestyleof thediarycanbe characterizedas
informaLs
TheLammenssisterswerefamiliarwith thedialectof Zealand,whichshares
quitea fewcharacteristicswith thesouthemdialects.It is importantto notethat
thesistersdid notwrite in their local dialect,but intendedto writeweil, i.e. to
writeaccordingto the developingstandardvariety.6They seriouslyaimedat
achievingthatgoalanddoubtwhethertheyhadsucceeded,when,attheendof
thediary,theyapologizefor theirstyleandorthography.
Althoughmembersof respectedfamilies,as femalesboth Aagje Luytsen
andtheLammenssistersmusthavereceivedlesseducationthandid theirmale
well-educatedcounterparts.Therefore,both by their educationandby their
local origin,they werequitedifferentfrom the exemplaryandwell-educated
inhabitantsof theHoUandishtownsandcities,andtheirwritingsconstitutethe
kindof text materialthat could reveal evidenceof non-standardlinguistic
variationotfoundin contemporaryprintedpublications.7
TheLammensfamily movedfrom thevillage of Axel in theeasternpartof Zealand-Flanders
to the town of Vlissingen where the sisters remaineduntil the time of their departureto
Batavia(Barend-VanHaeften1996:22-24).
5 The sisters'diary was preservedin a copy madeby their brotherPieter (Barend-VanHaeften
1996:27).
6 Cf. alsoElspaB (2002:47) and Vandenbussche(2002:34f.), who havemadethis observation
for nineteenth-centuryprivate letters.The 'intendedstandardlanguage'was meantby the
writers to function as standard language,but does not meet various standard language
characteristiesuehas consistentspellingandgrammaticalcorreetness.
1 I ammostgratefulto bathMarijke Barend-vanHaaftenand Perry Moree (andpublisherTheo
Timmer)for providingmewith theireiectronictextsof thediaryandthelettersrespeetively.
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5.Examplesof linguisticvariation
In order to assesswhetherthe linguistic usagein the diary and the letters
differs from thatin printedpub1ications,a sampleof printedsourcesneedsto
beexaminedasweU.As representativesof eighteenth-centuryprintedsources,
a descriptionof a journey to an imaginarycountryand a selectionof issues
from a Dutch Spectatormagazinewere chosen.The Beschryvingevan het
magtigKoninkryk Krinke Kesmes ('Description of the mighty kingdom of
Krinke Kesmes'; 1708)was publishedby H. Smeeks(?-1721), a surgeonin
the town of Zwolle. Justus van Effen (1684-1735),a journalistbom in the
town of Utrecht, was the editor and authorof De Hollandsche Spectator
(1731-1735), the successful Dutch imitation of Steele and Addison's
Spectator.8
Although linguistic variation can be examinedat the various levels of
orthography,morphology,syntaxand the lexicon, within the limits of this
articleI will focuschiefly on illustrativeexamplesat themorphologicallevel:
diminutives(section 6), personalpronounvariation(section7), and verbal
variation (section8). Af ter having drawn conclusionsat the morphological
level,I will briefly touchuponvariationatotherlevelsin section9.
6.The diminutives
In seventeenth-centurytexts,we find diminutivevariationof thesuffixes-ken
and-jen. In his grammarof 1625,theDutchgrammarianChristiaenVan Heule
evenexplicitlymentionsthis suffix variationasa dialect-boundphenomenon,
andhehimselfshowspreferencefor -ken:
Holland
Flanders
Brabant
hetmannetje,hetwijfje, hetdiertje'littieman,woman,anima!'
hetmannekjen,hetwijjkjen,hetdierkjen
hetmanneken,hetwijjken,hetdierken
Almost thirtyyearslater,the grammarianPetrusLeupeniushadto admitthat
-jen was far moreusualthan-ken(Van derWal 1992:123).The useof Bra-
bantian-kenhaddecreased;-kenhadgivenwayto Hollandish-jen.Ultimately,
for the standardlanguagethediminutive-je, i.e. -jen with loss of [mal n was
Both publications are to be found in an on-line collection of Dutch texts, the DBNL
(www.dbnl.org). I examinedthe whole of Smeeks (l708) (lSO pages) and the following
selectionfrom theHollandscheSpectator:the issuesfrom May 26 till July 7, 1732(pages43-
122),thosefrom September11till October5, 1733(pages45-106) andthosefrom January 1
till February12, 1734(pages287-374).
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selected,and -kenwas only maintainedin archaicusagesuchas in the States
Bible, the Dutch AuthorizedVersion of the Bible, publishedin 1637.Apart
fromthe diminutivevariantsmentionedby the grammariansVan Beule and
Leupenius,yet anothervariant, the suffix -ie, occurredin the seventeenth
century,a variantwhich had developedfrom the Bollandish diminutive-jen
(boekjen-> boekjie- > boekie'little book'; Van Loey 1964:230). The -ie-
diminutivewas not acceptedinto the standardlanguage;it was considereda
colloquial,low variantalongsidethecurrent-jen andthehigh, archaicvariant
-ken.
Againstthebackgroundof theseseventeenth-centurydata,I examined,first
of all, the two eighteenth-centuryprintedtexts.These appearedto reveala
remarkableuniformity: apart from one single instanceof -ken, only the
diminutive-je(n) is found,mostlywith loss of final n, andneithertextshows
anysignof _ie.9
In 1736,i.e. aboutthesametimeasVan Effen's textswerepublished,the
sistersLammensdo not use any -ke(n)-diminutive.In their diarywe mainly
findtheje-suffix anditsvariants-tje/-etjein examplessuchasthefollowing:10
copje'littiecup',schuijtje'littleboat',koekjes'cookies';uurtje 'littiehour',koeltje
'gentlebreeze',maantje'littiemoon',schoteltjes'littiesaucers',voogeitjes'littie
birds';spulletjes'littlethings'.
Thedatalook ratherstraightforward,buton closerexaminationtheyincludea
fewremarkableinstances:
coptje(4)versusregularcopje(5)'littiecup'
gebacktjes(1)versusregulargebakjes(1)'littlepastries'
steektje(1)versusregularsteekje(0)'littlestitch'
stucktje(1)versusregularstuckje(1)'littiepiece'
The occurrenceof the incorrect diminutives coptje, gebacktjes,steektje,
stucktje(versusthe correctdiminutivescopje,gebackjes,steekje,stuckje;cf.
9 Smeeks'only -ken instanceis steedeken'littie town'. In Van Effen's texts-kenderivationsdo
notoccurapartfrom a lexicalizedadverballengskens'gradually'.The original-jen occursin a
fewofSmeeks' examples.
10 Note thatthe occurrenceof thevariants-tje and -etjedependson thephoneticcontext:-tje in
the case of nasals and liquids precededby a long vowel and in the case of a preceding
unstressedsyllable with a sjwa; -etje in the case of nasals and liquids precededby a short
vowel.Assimilation of -tje into -je is shownin four cases:beesjes(twice),resje,nagje.
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footnote10)demandsexplanation.11To explaintheseparticulardata,attention
mustbepaidto anothersmallsetof datain thediary:
ansjovisie(1) 'littieanchovy'
buurpratie(1) 'littiechat,gossip'
mutsie(1) 'littiecap'
ontbijtie(2) 'littiebreakfast'
plaetsie(1) 'littieplace'
Thesesix instancescanbe seenasslipsof thepenagainstthe 130instancesof
diminutive-je and its variants,but theyundoubtedlyshow thattheLammens
sisterswerefamiliarwith the-ie diminutive.12Returningto theeadierproblem
of the incorrect-tje diminutives,we may doubtwhetherthe sistersmainly
wrotewhattheyactuallyspoke.I would assumethatcoppie,stuckieetc.was
what they said in daily conversationbut did not write down in their diary,
knowing thatthe -ie variantwas not acceptable.They wrotewhat theywere
taughtto writeand,apartfroma few slipsof thepen,appliedthesuffix -tje, in
a few casesevenhypercorrectlyor incorrectly.
Aagje's lettersoffer a differentpicture.Apart fromthesuffix -ke in Lamke,
the name for little Lammert,her son, we predominantlyfind diminutives
spelledas -ije, e.g.thefollowingnouns:hartije 'littleheart',livertije 'dading',
lief schatije 'dading', kindertijes'little children',pottije 'littie pot', traantije
'little tear',winkeltije'little shop',zie/fije 'little soul', andpropernamessuch
asAagije,Antije,Kikkertije,Naantije.l3 Thesediminutivessometimesalternate
with -je (hartje 'little hemt',schatje 'dading',Aagje) or with -ie (Aagie);the
latteralso occursin versie 'little song',huysie'httle house',Avie, Leysie.An
analysis of Aagje's orthographyleads to the conclusion that the highly
frequent spelling -ije is a variant of the spelling _ie.14 Therefore, the
stigmatizeddiminutive-ie is found to be Aagje's usual suffix, and, in this
respect,her usagediffers considerablyfrom both the diary and the printed
sources.
11 The diminutive stormtje,which occurs twice in thediary and differs from the modemDutch
stormpje, is assumedto be a regular farm in the Zealand dialect of the eighteenthcentury
(Magda Devos (Ghent): personal communication).The variation speenvarkje (1) versus
varktje(I) is alsofound in thediary.
12 In two casesthe -ie diminutivesalternatewith the -je diminutivesin thediary:visjes (2) 'littie
fishes' and (buur)praetje(2).
13 The propernameLamke occursseventimesagainsta singleoccurreneeof Lammertije.
14 The ij-token likewiserepresentsani-spelling in wordssuehashuijs, etc.Aagje's lettersoffer a
wealthof dirninutives:apartfrom thepropernames,180instancesof the ije-diminutivesoeeur
(againstonly 19-je-diminutives).
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For thediminutiveswe may concludethatboththeLammenssistersfrom
ZealandandAagje fromTexel arefamiliarwith theHollandishdiminutive-ie,
a diminutivethatdoes not occur in the printedpublicationsexamined.The
LammensistersmayhavebeenweIl awareof thelow statusof theie-variant
in the written standardlanguage:they mainly write je/(t)je, even hyper-
correctly.Aagje, on theotherhand,doesnothesitateat all to write ije/ie: it is
hermostfrequentlyuseddiminutive.
7.mij/mijn variation
Thesecondcaseto bediscussedis variationmij versusmijn. In northernDutch
of theseventeenthcentury,the first personpronounik (subject)occursin the
objectforms mij and mijn. The form mijn, which is still preservedin some
Dutchdialects,belongsto the dialectof theprovinceof Holland.Ultimately,
mijn wasnotacceptedintothestandardlanguageandtheformhasdisappeared
fromtheeducatedwrittenlanguage.Seventeenth-centurygrammariansdo not
commentonthisvariation,butthetranslatorsofthe StatesBible do.In orderto
decidewhichvariantamongthecompetingformsshouldbeusedfor theBible
translation,theydiscussedvariousquestionsof languageandmadea noteon
mijn. This variantwasrejectedasbeinglow or too colloquial:"nunquammyn,
utvulgushic loquitur" ('neveruse mijn as the lower classpeopledo') was
theiropinion(Van derWal 1992:124).
The stigmatizedobject form mijn, which also occurredin prepositional
phrases,is clearly presentin Aagje's letters,which show about55% mijn
versus45% mij. Even quotingfromtheBible, Aagje writesmijn:"ik zal mijn
buijgenna het paleis Uwer heijligheijd" ('I will bow [myself]towardsthe
palaceof your holiness', Ps. 5:8; emphasisadded). In the diary of the
Lammensisters,however,we find no examplesof mijn, nor doesSmeeks'
baakoffer any mijn-instances.15The only two examplesto be foundin Van
Effen'sSpectatorare,on closerexamination,remarkableones:
(1) deoudst(...] ruimtwintigjaarmetmynenmenVrouwverscheelt
'theoldestdiffersfrommeandmy wife morethantwentyyearsin age'
(emphasisadded)
(2) (...] afgrontendiemynzynaangedaan
'offencesdonetome'(emphasisadded).
IS Theonly exampJeof mijn in Smeeks'book (page80 dat [...] hy!!JË.!!. altijd Gods-kindnoemde
'thatheaJwayscalledme a child of God') maybesafelydiscounted.Inspectionof thecopyof
theoriginal (UBL 1496G21:1) has shown thatthis line doesnot preserveits original type-
setting.
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The fust instanceoccursin aquotationfromanelderlyman'sconversationand
the secondone in an imaginaryletterto the editor, textswhich both show
variouscharacteristicsof spokenlanguage.
The evidencefrom Smeeks'book andVan Effen's textsrevealsnot only
the absenceof mijn from eighteenth-centuryprinted and standardwritten
language,butalso its survivalin spokenlanguage.From thatperspective,the
absenceof mijn in the diaryraisesa few questions.Did the Lammenssisters
avoidthemijn-variant,knowingthatit wasconsideredtoocolloquial?Or were
they not familiar with the mijn-variantin their Zealanddialect? The latter
appearsnot to be thecase:themijn personalpronounoccurredin theZealand
dialect as well as in the Hollandish dialect.16 The Lammenssistersmust
thereforehavedeliberatelyavoidedmijn andchosentheacceptablemij variant.
For Aagje Luijtsen,however,mijn is notan impropervariantto bediscardedin
writtenlanguage,buta variantonaparwith mij.
8.Verbalvariation
Apart from the nominal and pronominalvariation discussedabove,verbal
morphologicalvariationoccursboth in the lettersand in the diary. Aagje's
lettersshow, for instance,verbalvariantssuch as ic/hij gong 'went' (versus
regularging),stang,sting 'stood' (versusregularstond),ic gaen,doen,sien 'I
go, do, see' (versusregularga, doe, sie). In the diary bothgong and vang
'caught' (versusregularving) are found, variantsthat occur in the printed
sourcesasweB,cf. Table 1.
The numbersin thetableshouldbe interpretedagainstthefrequencyof the
other,'regular'altematives.AgainstSmeeks'singleinstanceof gongandVan
Effen's two instances,88 and22 instancesof ging respectivelyoccur.17The
verb vangenitself is less frequentlyused:Smeeks'two instancesof vangen
occurversussix of vingen;Van Effen only showstwo instancesof ving.The
variations moet/mot,moeten/motten,moest(en)/most(en),still present in
seventeenth-centurytexts, do not occur in Van Effen's publications. In
Smeeks'book,six instancesarefound,all ofthem most(ik! menmost),versus
163 instancesof moest.It is striking that the most variant is a frequent
phenomenonin Aagje's letterstoo (28 instancesversus2 instancesof moest),
whereasher presenttenseand infinitive forms show no variationat all (151
16 Cor vanBree (Leiden):personalcommunication.
17 Interferencebetweenthe verbsgaan, staan,vaan/vangenled to thevariantssting (cf. regular
ging, ving),vangandgong (cf. stong/stond)(cf. Van Loey 1964:178).Both Smeeksand Van
Effen eveneachshowa single instanceof hang 'hang'.
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instancesof moet(en)versusnot a single instanceof mot(ten)).In the diary
onlythe'regular'variantsmoet(en),moest(en)occur.
printedtextprintedtexvate
Verbalvariants
SmeeksVanEff nL m sAagj Luijts n
gong
251
stang,sting
2
v
2 3
icgaenl8
3
ic doen
5
sienl9
2
mot,motten most/masten
6 28
Table 1:Verbal variants
Weconcludethatin all four sourcestheverbalvariantsdiscussedaremarginal
phenomena,with theoneexceptionof most(en).There is a strikingdifference
betweenthe presentand infinitive on the one hand and the preteriteon the
other.The preteritemost,which still occursin Smeeks'book, is eventhemost
frequentvariantin Aagje's letters.
9.Reflectionandconclusions
Fromthe casesdiscussed,we can see thatvariantssuch as the diminutive
suffix-ie andthepersonalpronounmijn haddisappearedfromprintedsources
bytheeighteenthcenturybutoccurredfrequentlyin Aagje's letters.The diary
hasa positionsomewherein between:from the datain the diary,we getthe
impressionthat the Lammens sisters aimed at avoiding thesecolloquial
variants,but withoutsucceedingin all respects.The verbalvariationis more
complex.Mot, mottenappearsto be absentin all four sources,whereasthe
preteritemost/mastenstill occurs in Smeeks'book and evenappearsto be
Aagje'susual variant.The Lammenssisters,however,stick to the moeten/
moestenvariants.
Theresultsof our examinationatthemorphologicalevel clearlyillustrate
thatbothAagje's privatelettersandthediary of theLammenssistersshowa
linguisticrealityricher andmore complexthanthe picturebasedon printed
18 Apartfrom thesefarmsthe imperativegaan andthe first personplural presentwij gaanen also
occur.Similar instaneesof theverbstaan(ic staen)arenot found in anyof thefour sources.
19 Apartfromthis farm theinfinitive sienenoccursasweil.
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sources.These findings, which I could have extendedto the phonological,
syntactical,and lexical level as well, once more prove the value of ego
documentsfor linguisticresearch.Having saidthis,a caveatshouldbemadeas
weil. We haveto realize thatnot all diariesor privatecorrespondencesare
equal, and the value of their datashouldbe determinedin eachcase.This
meansestablishingin what respectstheseego documentsrepresenthe actual
spokenlanguage.In Aagje's letterswe indeedfind thereflexofthe contempor-
ary spokenlanguage.For instance,particularspellingssuch as begreijpe 'to
understand'indicatethatthe final n of infinitiveswas not pronounced.Her
spellingalso suggeststhatmanyFrench loanswereadoptedby conversation
andnotby reading.ComparethefollowingquotationsfromAagje's letters:2o
(3) Mar ik zijn metLeijs enAavei heelevammeljarevrindinne
'butI amveryfamilarfriendswithLeijs andAavei'
(vammeljare=familiare 'familiar')
(4) SijmonKikkert is bij sikkertaaresvandaan
'Sijmon Kikkert wentawayfromthesecretary'
(sikkertaares=secretaris'secretary')
(5) ik vielesteere..1ikfielsseteerlfeleseteeru
'I congratulateyou'
(vielesteere/fielsseteerlfeleseteer=feliciteer 'congratulate')
Particular syntacticpattemsof the lettersalso reflect the spokenlanguage,
suchas therepetitionof thesubjectHeijn vanderMarkt by thedemonstrative
die in (6) andthe noun +possessivepronoun + nounpatternto expressthe
possessivein (7):2\
(6) Heijn vanderMarkt diewagtderna
'Heijn vanderMarkt (he)waits for it'
(7) ik hebeenbrief vande captijnzijn vrouwgehad
'I gota letterfromthecaptainhis wifelthecaptain'swife'
Theseorthographicaland syntacticalexamples,however,shouldnot obscure
thefactthategodocumentsmaynot only reflectthespokenlanguage,butalso
thelanguagetaught.In orderto understandtheearliermorphologicalresults,in
particularthoseof thediary,we haveto bearin mindthatthewritersof diaries
andlettersweretaughtto writea developingstandardlanguageand,therefore,
20 To theseexamplesI could easily add manyfrom thediary of theLammenssisters,who used
muchmoreFrenchvocabularythanAagje did, andwho likewise showa deviantorthography.
Cf. also Stroop(1997:194ff).
21 For similarsyntacticpattemsin Gennan letterswrittenby 'ordinarypeople' cf. ElspaJ3(2005).
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toavoiddialectalor sociolectalunacceptablevariants.It is not only highly
probablethatpeoplewereinstructed,duringtheirprimaryor secondaryschool
education,to avoid unacceptablelinguistic variants.Convincingevidenceof
thiscanbe found in a little eighteenth-centurydictionary,writtenabout1730
byananonymousschoolmasterfrom The Hagueandpublishedin 1780(Van
derWal 1994;Kloeke 1938).Aiming at correctingso-caHedstreetlanguage,
theauthorof the dictionary lists aH kinds of stigmatizedpronunciations,
amongwhich we find theverbalformsmost,mot,motten(preferredvariants:
moest,moet, moeten)and nouns such as sikkertaris (preferredvariants:
geheimschryver,secretaris).This particularpublicationis convincingproofof
anundoubtedlymorewidespreadpraetieein theNetherlands.
Privatelettersand diaries refleetaetualusageon the one handand the
taughtwritten languageon the other, and a thoroughanalysisis therefore
neededto disentangleboth elements.It is the rewardinganalysisof private
documentssuehasthesethatrevealsa morediversepictureof theeighteenth-
centurylinguistic situationthanwe had to date.Such a diversepicturemust
underpina history of the Duteh language that describesthe complex
standardizationprocessandpaysattentionto languagechangefrom aboveas
wellasfrombelow.22
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